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A number of recent studies have interpreted the current state of accounting research by looking at the nature and distribution of published research outcomes as a reflection of the editorial policy of major accounting journals. (Beattie and Ryan, 1989; Bettner and Baker, 1994; Brown, 1996; Brown and Gardner, 1985; Chua, 1996; Chung et al., 1992; Dyckman and Zeff, 1984; Hines, 1988; Jacobs et al., 1986; Lee, 1995; Lukka and Kasanen, 1996, Panozzo, 1997; Sterling, 1990; Tinker 1988; 1982; Whitley, 1988; Williams and Rodgers, 1995) . Many of these contribution adopt an interpretative or critical view but also when the aim is merely computational what invariably emerges is the crucial role of research communities, PhD programs and academic élites in shaping notions of "good" accounting research. The latter is thus more or less explicitly presented as a social artefact, a product of the political activity of communities of professional researchers as they seek to reproduce their academic legitimacy and social status.
Such interpretations, especially when they are conducted in a critical vein, clearly emphasise the existence and the role of competing paradigms in determining the outcomes of accounting research. From this perspective differences between accounting paradigms can be interpreted as the composite result of diverse influences and conditions of possibility, of which the purely scientific may be only one among others. Accordingly the epistemological interpretation of such a competition has been supplemented by a number of other perspectives (Arrington and Francis, 1989; Christenson, 1983; Chua, 1986; Lowe et al, 1983; Schreuder, 1985; Sterling, 1990; Tinker 1988; 1982; Whitley, 1986 , 1988 , Zeff, 1989 Nevertheless such a manifold debate seems to leave relatively unexplored one additional interpretation such as the one dealing with the aims scopes and possible outcomes of a competitive game between research paradigms
In line with a recently proposed interpretation (Lukka and Kasanen, 1997) this short paper argues that the existence itself of a competition can be closely connected with an appealing rhetoric such the one of "globalization". As with many other products and production processes accounting research (and accounting education) can be seen as facing the challenges of internationalisation and responding to the attractive imperative of "going global".
Academic research and education are central in the globalization discourse not only because they provide a large extent of its cultural justification but also because they can be seen as a commodity offered on a fast growing market. New opportunities for the expansion of western academic education and research are emerging with the establishment of the "new world order". A number of significant events such as the independence of former soviet republics, the construction of unified (and standardised) European institutions, the reconstruction of eastern European democracies or the rapid economic growth of Asian economies are among the major determinant of insisting calls for globalization. In many of these cases not only institutions and economic infrastructures but also academic systems are said to be in need for reform or re-invention to keep up with predicaments of "global trends".
From this point of view the debate between accounting paradigms can be reformulated around the issue of their globalization and of the degree of internationalisation of the research community build around them. Needless to say that the underlying dogma is that "Being local is bad, going global is good": traditions, customs, local accounting dialects are antiquated barriers a truly modern research community is supposed to overcome.
LOCAL AND GLOBAL PARADIGMS
The starting point to analyse the direction and impact of globalising trends is to understand its conditions of possibility, i.e. to determine whether the present nature of accounting research is of a "local" or "global" kind. In this vein, a recently published contribution illustrates the results of the investigation of the international research forum as it emerges from the a ten year period analysis of the papers published by the four major accounting journal (Lukka and Kasanen, 1996) . The major results of this study are that: 1) Accounting research is mainly "local" since it is conducted by researchers who use data from their country of origin and publish results on home based journals;
2) Research conducted in the USA is "very local" compared to the one characterising an emergent European forum which seems to offer more space to researchers coming from a variety of countries, although mainly using data from their own country. Global accounting research thus appears partitioned into at least two "oligarchies" which rather than pursuing projects of globalization, tend to focus on the growth of their own "local" markets broadly defined by institutional and cultural borders. With such a polarised situation, the conclusion that "The global accounting research community does not seem to exist" comes with no surprise (Lukka and Kasanen, 1996) . Furthermore, the presence itself of such a fragmentation in the arena of accounting research is interpreted as a positive factor since it "...helps to remove institutional barriers to the knowledge production process, and offer legitimate outlet for a wider variety of approaches" (Lukka and Kasanen, 1996) .
Such an optimistic conclusion is indeed debatable: In particular it can be argued that the ready-made picture of a "policentric oligarchy" emerging from the "counting" of discrete data such as the nationality of researchers and research material can be complicated by looking at the mechanisms and conditions of possibility producing such a division of research labour at a global scale.
Seen as a process, the issue of globalization or localisation of accounting research appears to be less connected to the origin of the researcher and of her data. Indeed, if the existence of a "global economy" is to be used as an archetype, attention has to be devoted to those characteristics that allow products and services to become global in order to determine whether such conditions are present -or replicable -for the accounting field.
The issue of globalization can be formulated as the ability of accounting research to be "indifferent" to local specificities and regional contingencies. Rather than the geographical origin of the researcher, or the research data, what ascertains the global nature of research is the availability of a model that is unconstrained by differences, transferable and able to homogenise the ways in which research is conducted.
When such a model exists and is diffused widely through space, the geographical origin of researchers and of their data is of little relevance since a uniform "technology" allows them to formulate similar research questions, use related methods, elaborate homogeneous type of data and ultimately produce comparable results. From this point of view, the notion of what accounting research is "by nature", together with the possibility of its globalization, reveals a closer relationship to the research paradigm adopted than to the nationality of the producers, the raw materials used and the location of the point of sale. In line with the analogy of the global economy it is argued that the origin of data, labourers and sellers may decrease in relevance once the technology that puts them together is based on the utilisation of standard skills and competencies allowing for the extraction and processing of standard data and for the production of standardised final products. Regarding research paradigms as the "technology" of accounting research I will go on to argue that its potential "globalization" will be dependent on its transferability across national cultures and on its adoption and reproduction by researchers coming from different cultural traditions.
Although initially based on the counting of the elements of truly international accounting research, Lukka and Kasanen's argument eventually shifts to the role of the research élites , promoting radically different notions of research excellence that have been developing around European and American accounting journals.
Currently there seem to be a powerful US accounting research élite centred around the major journals TAR, JAR and JAE, and an emerging mostly European élite around AOS. (Lukka and Kasanen, 1996) .
As Lukka and Kasanen clearly recognise, the polarisation between an American and a European stream in accounting research does not concern solely the degree of international contributions which are activated within them. At a more substantial level two distinct views on what constitutes "good" accounting research are put forward which promote entirely different sets of epistemological assumptions and methodological tools. The US's élite's strength is quantitative analysis and analytical modelling, while the élite based around AOS specialises in organisational and social issues. (Lukka and Kasanen, 1996) .
The basic epistemological characteristics of this two disciplinary matrixes has largely been investigated and discussed during the last decades (Chua 1986; Tomkins and Groves, 1983; Wilmott, 1983; Neimark and Tinker, 1987) but in this case attention has to be devoted to the extent to which the social and philosophical nature of these disciplinary matrixes is more inclined toward local or global research.
If the analysis of Lukka and Kasanen results is conducted within these lines, the debate on the internationalisation of accounting research can be extended and complicated by an additional interpretations of the dichotomy between global and local.
In what follows, the analytical framework and vocabulary offered by the works of Bruno Latour (1987 Latour ( , 1993 are used to make sense of those social and epistemological mechanisms that construct research paradigms and ultimately endow them with the blessing of globality or with the virus of locality.
VIS INERTIA
Ideas of globalization rest on the availability of a metalanguage that can be learned and spoken all over the world and can be used to talk about a variety of different social and organisational contexts. When the nature of a given research technology is articulated in such a form, the paradigm it embodies in it can be presented has an "immutable mobile": an inscription that claims to resist change and variation inasmuch as it consists of general laws depicting and governing only the "essence" of phenomena.
Among its unifying characteristics the so called "European" perspective tends to discard such a view of accounting research as the discovery of objective generalisations, especially those that interpret accounting as a purely technical and neutral craft. Accounting research is rather understood as an intellectual endeavour consisting of close observations of how practitioners actually use accounting and make sense of its rules and roles. Accounting is conceived as a practice whose nature can be more easily understood by making reference to the context in which it operates. Accounting acquires new and specific meanings each time it is used within a different organisation, institution, culture and society or within the same context in different times. Within this perspective the researchers is asked to abandon the ideal of a universal, all-encompassing notion of what accounting is and does in order to follow its variations across and within organizations and societies. But the journey she makes in order to look for accounting practices can never be predetermined since these practices are seen as co-determined by specific actors operating through idiosyncratic routines and eventually incorporating accounting within their "local knowledge" (cf. Polany, 1964) .
Both the context in which accounting operates and the knowledge that is elaborated through their investigation are by definition local. They are always situated far from a technical centre in which accounting can be conceived as independent craft. In its centrifugal move toward local context accounting knowledge is deprived of a part of its technical nature and enriched with cultural and symbolic values. In any case accounting is seen as a part of complex social phenomena in which culture, beliefs and values get irremediably intertwined with practices of economic calculations, representation and disclosure.
A radically different attitude toward research is the one promoted within the "social science paradigm" characterising the kind of accounting research published in the major north American journals. In particular it is the way in which the use of accounting in local context is made sense of which marks the contrast with the European perspective. Rather than exploring the mixing between accounting and the contexts in which it operates, it is by making reference to a well established, internally consistent theoretical apparatus that accounting research is conducted.
By producing formalised representations of any local context in which accounting is used, a theory of positive accounting is able to promote the search for general regularities and causal relationships through the extensive use of a research language based on statistical analysis and mathematical modelling. The underlying belief is that the way in which accounting is used is not constituted by a mixing of social and organisational practices, but is rather governed by scientific "laws" that define human behaviour. The existence of this set of laws has one important consequence, namely the one of providing the researcher with a representation of the functioning of any "local" and "distant" context in which accounting is used. Indeed, when regularities are "discovered" and used to anticipate behaviours and economic consequences, the very ideas of locality and distance tend to lose relevance. This in turn is obviously reflected in the unwillingness to get involved in the exploration of actual accounting practices since accounting as a technique of economic representation must be independent of the context in which it operates. Its abstracted models are meant to incorporate the behaviour of humans but are not supposed to be challenged by them.
The question is: does the model make sense? In particular, does the model imply that individuals are not acting to maximise their utility? If the model does have these implications, it has important defects. (Watts, 1982, pg. 50) The "human" side of accounting as a technique whose role can be re-constructed by its users is seen as a "defect". Hence positive knowledge is expected to detect, distil, control or otherwise marginalize the human anomaly in order to celebrate the transparent, rigorous and ultimately non human character of economic calculation (Kinney, 1986) .
Such a scientification of accounting postulates a technical determinism which has important consequences for the process of knowledge generation and for the re-production and diffusion of research methodologies. The competitive advantage of forms of knowledge production which abstracts from local contingencies lies in the intellectual economization granted to users which are often victim of the publish or perish syndrome:
Complicated logical operations are carried out without actual performance of all the intellectual acts upon which the mathematical and logical symbols are based. Such mechanisation is indeed essential to the expansion of industry. (Horkeimer, 1947, p. 23) Once the process is streamlined and liberated from the burden of local anomalies, research acts can be performed in a sterile environment where humans are carefully separated and represented by non-humans (technologies of calculation) incorporating their preferences and choices. The products of positive knowledge acquire a strength which can hardly be resisted since it allows them to be indifferent to people, contexts and histories:
Facts now have a vis inertia of their own, They seem to move even without people. More fantastic, it seems they would have existed even without people at all. (Latour, 1987, p. 133) The mathematical and statistical formalization of accounting theorising allow for its inclusion into the virtuous circle of rigorous and legitimated science but it also allows to reformulate the issue of globality and locality of accounting research.
The ability to be context independent appears as one of the major characteristics of the social science paradigm. The nature of local context being already included in the method to be used, there is no need to discover new and local meanings. Moreover, the ability to express the behaviour of accounting users with laws and empirical regularities allows for its expression into a formal language which achieves a second and even more powerful decontextualisation, namely the one from national (local) languages. The algebraic language of numbers, models, equations and simulations has no local vernaculars, no idiomatic expressions, no indigenous grammars. Its teaching is relatively easy and can be standardised, researchers coming from the most diverse cultural background can learn and use it without involvement of their native culture or of that of the context under investigation. Numbers and theories made with them speak for themselves and most of all concede to keep "at a distance" social and organisational context in which humans interact. Incorporating rational objective and general laws accounting research can be seen as an object which remains untouched and unchanged in the passage from one context to the other. Once these immutable mobiles are produced a technology for globalization is made available and the role of the researchers is likely to change accordingly:
At this point, these people do not do anything more to the objects, except pass them along, reproduce them, buy them, believe them. The result of such smooth borrowing is that there are simply more copies of the same object. [....] Spewed out by a few centres and laboratories, new things and beliefs are emerging, free floating through minds and hands, populating the world with replicas of themselves. (Latour, 1987, p. 133) The doing of research within a technical core of hypotheses testing, quantitative methods and formal models produces "facts", immutable objects whose existence is to be seen as indisputable and as such independent of local contingencies. Being presented as general and exhaustive representation of how the world "really" works, reified accounting phenomena presuppose their "global" significance and unavoidable diffusion. From a cultural point of view such a globalization rests on the irresistible scientific charm of quantification and formal rigour which appear to provide firm predictions about economic consequences and decisions' results. From a more "technical" stance, the standardisation of research methodologies facilitates the production and diffusion of large numbers of highly restricted research results on a wide range of topics. Finally, global and effective communication among accounting researchers is eased since uncertainty about the validity of research outcomes is reduced, once the appreciation of research results is turned into a technical matter rather than a conceptual or theoretical one.
ACCOUNTING MONSTERS
Seen as a process requiring the deployment of an intellectual technology, the issue of the globalization reflects a deeper question: one that involves the role of knowledge and of knowledge producers in a changing world. In this changing world it appears increasingly difficult to draw a line and separate those issues that have to be understood as technical and scientific, from the debates belonging to the realm of social cultural and anthropological analysis. Yet, in a world of generalised communication these allegedly separated realms are brought to us in an inextricable mixing. A number of cases in which the authority of science or expert knowledge -such as the one of accountingare called upon show a tendency to bring together these scientific and economic discourses with more political and social debate.
The attempts to foster cost consciousness and introduce financial accountability into the health care sector is illustrative of this systematic mixing between technical matters and sociocultural values. A clear-cut economic issue presented by the World Health Organisation as the need to curb the overall expenditure for welfare services in industrialised countries through measures fostering "micro efficiency" hardly appears as such, at least when seen as intervening in a contested social and institutional terrain. As the following examples illustrate, the mechanisms of generalised communication give voice to a number of different concerns and a variety of other discourses are allowed to interfere with the economic and accounting dimensions :
• Private and religious charities highlight the risk of an unacceptable transformation of health into a commodity allowing for cost effective trade-offs to be made between saving money and maintaining lives and redefining the identity and the rights of the sick person as the ones of a client facing consumption choices.
• Radical political movements unveil the subtle constitutive power of accounting whose introduction into health care organisations appears to produce an ideological and political shift toward neoliberal values, one whose outcome is likely to be at odds with the continued viability of key public sector values of comprehensives, equity and need.
• Doctors and nurses deem accounting responsible for the increased mistrust of medical judgement which is supposed to be closely monitored and assessed in terms of quality, efficiency and value of the service provided.
• The rhetoric of health care reformers stress accounting's ability to introduce the inherent morality of market mechanisms into the obscure world of welfare politics which is said to favour waste, abuses, scandals and fraudulent behaviour. Accounting is asked not only to foster effectiveness and value for money, but to correct as well the "degeneration" of governance structures exclusively based on "democratic" control and political representation. The picture that is brought to us both as researcher and as consumers of "global" information is a highly fragmented one; no single authority stands up to tell us what the "real" nature of the problem is. We are left to observe a phenomenon on which a variety of practices converge and the one that constitutes our research object is likely to be among those.
Such "hybrid articles" thread the very fabric of the "imbroglios" in which we live and constitute the best evidence of where we are and of the kind of environment knowledge producers have to deal with (Latour, 1993) . The more in-depth the analysis is brought the more accounting will tend to appear as a social and institutional practice and research is likely to be concerned with the understanding of the ways in its roles are constructed. Rather than being moved, and being unproblematically applied, from one context to the other such an approach calls for a systematic reconstruction of local meaning. The certainties of accounting "as it is" are deliberately put into confrontation with the characteristics of those social and institutional contexts in which it operates. Far from confirming a solid, unitary and coherent vision of accounting theory, such a mixing is likely to reflect a variety of different ways in which accounting becomes "what it is not" (Hopwood, 1987) .
The manifold, elusive, equivocal and ambiguous nature of these "monsters", produced by the simultaneous presence of technique and culture is what seems to attract proportionately more accounting researchers in Europe than it does in the US. Rather than seeking to extract the accounting dimensions in order to scientifically examine it in isolation, the mixing is maintained and analysed as such, as a new "local" phenomenon which by bringing together a variety of "other" discourses ultimately "bastardises" accounting expertise.
Neither techniques and science, nor societies and organisations, are seen as objects to be studied in isolation, since both are determined by means of the complex web of translations which join them together. Such a paradigm elaborates rather than anatomise relations between nonhumans and humans, between people, techniques and things. When these are collected, sorted and followed rather than policed or covered, the world of accounting research can be seen as populated with monstrous "quasi-objects" investigated by "quasisubjects", i.e. accounting scholars chasing accounting in the mists of organisations and societies and thus adulterating their academic identity with methods and cultural frameworks borrowed from sociology, anthropology, art history and literary criticism, to name a few. Driven by the specificity of the contexts, such research endeavour can hardly benefit from the application of theories which already tell how and why accounting users should behave.
This way of producing research results clearly represents a burden on globalization: although showing a strong intellectual kingship research outcomes are likely to appear only loosely coupled from the "practical" point of view.
GLOBALIZATION OR THE WILL TO PURIFY
Conversely, mainstream accounting's investments on quantitative research reflects a sagacious adherence to the touchstones of research legitimacy in the twentieth century. Reliance on positivism and empiricism has provided both technological advances for western industrial societies and -as the list of recent Nobel laureates shows -social improvement for its producers. Within positive accounting theory the diffusion of "scientific" methodologies has given origin to a highly effective technology for the production of research works in which cost ineffective theoretical speculations are supplanted by the higher dividends of intellectual economization (Bettner and Baker, 1994) .
The exploration of the hybrid, its very acceptance as objects of investigation is clearly in contrast with such canonical and socially legitimated ways of conducting academic research. Monsters tend not to be tolerated in a world in which scientific work is compartmentalised and research tasks carefully allocated to groups of certified experts claiming to have the appropriate knowledge. Before they become eligible as object of positive and scientific research, hybrids have to be purified and monsters have to be civilised.
Indeed, the most essential characteristic of "modern" science has been identified in the adoption of a critical stance which divides and conquers hybrids, purifying them of their monstrous quality through disciplinary differentiation (Latour, 1993) .
"By all means, they seem to say, let us not mix up knowledge, interest, justice and power. Let us not mix up heaven and earth, the global stage and the local scene, the human and the non human 'But these imbroglios do the mixing' you say 'they weave our world together !' ' Act as if they did not exist' the analysts reply" (Latour, 1993, p. 3)
The will to purify -which of course cannot operate or develop without a constant fresh supply of hybrids -is for Latour the mark of scientific thought whose "constitution" has been written in the modern era. The key dichotomy in this constitution is the one between two distinct practices. One of "translation" that creates mixtures, entirely new types of being, hybrids of nature and culture; and one of "purification" establishing partitions between sciences and societies and operating within a world of knowledge ruled by natural laws, predictable interests and stable preferences that have always been there. This separation, a refusal to acknowledge networks of mediation, both creates new hybrid objects and makes them available for purification.
As any other intellectual endeavour undertaken within this cultural legacy, the "scientific " program of mainstream accounting is actually dependent on the production of hybrids. Accounting needs to proliferate, enter new territories, get involved into new practices, evaluate new processes and audit new phenomena, ultimately to produce new examples of "quasi accounting" to give birth to new "monsters" in which accounting and the culture in which it is embedded incestuously cohabit. Only when these monsters have been created, is the positive accountant provided with the empirical material from which to extract laws and predict economic consequences.
CONCLUSION
The present paper has sought to contribute to the recently revitalised debate on the competition between alternative paradigms in accounting research and link it to the issue of globalization of accounting knowledge. In fact, as with many other products and production processes accounting research cannot escape the appealing imperative of "going global". Lukka and Kasanen recently raised and explored the issue suggesting that the two oligarchies rule the field of accounting research tend to be highly localised so that neither of them is able to acquire the traits of globality. Nevertheless the one loosely labelled as the "European" is pictured as somewhat more global oligarchy since it hosts in its leading journal a wider array of international contributors.
Building on these conclusions, I have sought to trek a different path in the exploration the local or global nature of academic accounting by looking at the nature of research paradigms rather than at the geographical origins of researchers and of their research data. Such an analysis is based on a socio-constructionist view of research activity which highlights the role of the academic profession and other related networks of interests, in the process of knowledge creation rather than seeing it as the unproblematic result of the use of neutral research methods (Knorr, 1981; Latour and Woolgar, 1979 ; Longino, 1990) .
It has been argued that from the methodological point of view the presence of the two oligarchies can be represented by the Latourian metaphor of the Janus bifrons:
...the right side is speaking in terms of translation about still undecided controversies, while the left side speaks of established facts and machines with the language of diffusion. (Latour, 1987, p. 132) The two disciplinary matrixes are not only performing different intellectual tasks and have a different potential for expansion. On the one hand the globalization of research depends on the degree of mobility and transferability of its paradigm. Centred around positive accounting theory it has the opportunity to become a truly global community since it has invested on the improvement of its exchange value. The performance of the intellectual act it requires is carefully separated from the world of society and culture in which the researchers actually live. Its technology is mobile: its formal language can be learned, used and applied to accounting problems, independently of the background of both the researcher of the context being investigated.
On the other hand the effort required to "non natives" within the European stream is much higher. The anti-economic attitude of getting involved with practice of accounting often requires an in-depth analysis of organisation field, where actors not only may speak a different language but may also invent styles of accountability or idiosyncratic jargons to talk about accounting. Rather than engaging in this time consuming efforts, many researchers and especially Ph.D. students, not surprisingly prefer to adopt the efficient technology of positive accounting which being used in the same way and using the same sort of data from Chicago to Hanoi, promises to foster global scientific exchange and "transparent" communication.
This may also offer a tentative explanation to the apparently contradictory professions made within economic discourses especially when applied to accounting phenomena as exemplified by positive accounting's claims to tell not only how the world works but also to make the world work better, i.e. "....more economic than it is" (Hopwood, 1990, p. 14) .
This paradox may be only apparent once it is acknowledged that it sustains and reflects the very mechanisms of translation and purification allowing for the "progress of science" and its extension to new territories. Purified objects may lose a "use value" that is dependent on the rules the governing them at local level, but increasingly acquire "exchange value" at the global one. Being freed form local anomalies these sort of products become a universal currency, they can be shipped, travel and being reconstituted in a different place without altering their "purity".
Globality depends indeed on the ability to preserve purity across distances. Such purified objects are "mobile": they acquire a number of characteristics that allow them to be successfully at the world level irrespectively of their "actual" content of nature. The major consequence of the will to purify is therefore a "Macdonaldisation" of the final product which endow them with the gifts of efficiency, transferability, calculability and control (Ritzer, 1992) .
A picture of communicative transparency, promoted by global "purifying" performances, might be eventually saturated by the hybrids it has caused to proliferate and become a "victim of its own success" (Latour, 1993) . It is on this ground that the "competition" is likely to develop with a view that places greater attention to the study of accounting is use.
Uncovering the restless development of networks of accounting, culture and society and exploring their "impurity" can be seen as a way to highlight the intellectual weakness inherent in dreams of uniform and transparent communication. Rather than reflecting a faith in the "positive" discovery of general regularities in social phenomena, this view incorporates a cultural posture in which the notion itself of "difference" plays a central role (Derrida 1992 , Vattimo, 1993 . Its emancipatory potential is based on the consciousness of the historicity, contingency and finiteness of universal views and entails the weakening of the grounds on which supposedly global assumptions are established (Vattimo, 1992) . Such an intellectual framework invites accounting researchers to "inhabit distances" rather than reiterate the reassuring rhetoric of globalization (Panozzo, 1997) . It fosters a form of knowledge production which takes on the responsibility toward "the other" as a way of preserving a cultural identity based on distinction and distance (Derrida, 1992) . In doing so it devises more than just a "competitive" response to the hegemony of another paradigm as long as it is acknowledged that in a multicultural and multilingual world, researchers will probably need to cope with variety rather than be equipped with intellectual tools based on assumptions of uniformity across cultures and social contexts. Such an awareness forces any cultural achievements to a dialogue which is simultaneously conducted from multiple points of view. The call is for the activation of "rhetorics of alterity" i.e. those "monstrous" discourses that allow a response to the challenge of "others" and thus avoid forms of cultural, traditional or even ethnic closure.
